State v. Araiza Appellant\u27s Reply Brief Dckt. 41922 by unknown
UIdaho Law
Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law
Not Reported Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs
2-17-2015
State v. Araiza Appellant's Reply Brief Dckt. 41922
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/not_reported
This Court Document is brought to you for free and open access by the Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs at Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law. It
has been accepted for inclusion in Not Reported by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law. For more information, please
contact annablaine@uidaho.edu.
Recommended Citation
"State v. Araiza Appellant's Reply Brief Dckt. 41922" (2015). Not Reported. 1853.
https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/not_reported/1853
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 










TWIN FALLS CO. NO. CR 2013-374 
REPLY BRIEF 
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT 
APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIFTH JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE 
COUNTY OF TWIN FALLS 
HONORABLE RANDY J. STOKER 
District Judge 
SARA B. THOMAS 
State Appellate Public Defender 
State of Idaho 
I.S.B. #5867 
ERIK R. LEHTINEN 
Chief, Appellate Unit 
I.S.B. #6247 
JUSTIN M. CURTIS 
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
I.S.B. #6406 
3050 N. Lake Harbor Lane, Suite 100 




KENNETH K. JORGENSEN 
Deputy Attorney General 
Criminal Law Division 
P .0. Box 83720 




TABLE OF CONTENTS 
PAGE 
TABLE OF AUTHORITIES .................................................................................... ii 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE ................................................................................ 1 
Nature of the Case ..................................................................................... 1 
Statement of the Facts and 
Course of Proceedings ............................................................................... 1 
ISSUES PRESENTED ON APPEAL ..................................................................... 2 
ARGUMENT .......................................................................................................... 3 
The District Court Erred When It Denied Mr. Araiza's Motion 
To Suppress .............................................................................................. 3 
A. Introduction .............................................................................................. 3 
B. The District Court Erred When It Denied Mr. Araiza's Motion 
To Suppress .......................................................................................... 3 
CONCLUSION ...................................................................................................... 5 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING ................................................................................. 6 
TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 
Cases 
Samson v. California, 547 U.S. 843 (2006) ....................................................... 3, 4 
U.S. v. Knights, 534 U.S. 112 (2001) ................................................................ 3, 4 
ii 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
Roy Roland Araiza, Sr., appeals from his judgment of conviction for possession 
of a controlled substance, methamphetamine. He filed a motion to suppress, which was 
denied. He subsequently entered into a conditional plea which preserved his right to 
appeal the denial of the motion to suppress. Mr. Araiza now appeals and he asserts 
that the district court erred by denying his motion to suppress. This Reply Brief 
addresses the State's assertion that, as a parolee, Mr. Araiza had no expectation to be 
free from suspicionless searches. 
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedin s 
The statement of the facts and course of proceedings were previously articulated 
in Mr. Araiza's Appellant's Brief. They need not be repeated in this Reply Brief, but are 
incorporated herein by reference thereto. 
1 
ISSUE 
Did the district court err when it denied Mr. Araiza's motion to suppress? 
2 
ARGUMENT 
The District Court Erred When It Denied Mr. Araiza's Motion To Su ress 
A. Introduction 
Mr. Araiza asserts that the prescription pill was not clearly contraband and thus 
was improperly seized and then tested. He also asserts his probation agreement did 
not permit the search in this case. This Reply Brief addresses the State's assertion 
that, as a parolee, Mr. Araiza had no expectation to be free from suspicionless 
searches. 
B. The District Court Erred When it Denied Mr. Araiza's Motion To Sugpress 
The State asserts that, pursuant to Samson v. California, 547 U.S. 843 (2006), 
Mr. Araiza "had no expectation to be free from suspicionless searches . . ." 
(Respondent's Brief, p.5.) While the State is correct that parolees and probations enjoy 
a reduced expectation of privacy, it is incorrect to say that they have no expectation of 
privacy. 
In determining whether a search of a probationer or parolee violates the Fourth 
Amendment, the United States Supreme Court has made it clear that the question is 
whether the search is reasonable under the totality of the circumstances. See, e.g., 
Samson, 547 U.S. at 848; U.S. v. Knights, 534 U.S. 112,118 (2001). Reasonableness 
is determined "by assessing, on the one hand, the degree to which it intrudes upon an 
individual's privacy and, on the other, the degree to which it is needed for the promotion 
of legitimate governmental interests." Knights, 534 U.S. at 118-19. 
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In determining the individual's privacy right, the Court has recognized that a 
search condition placed upon a probationer or parolee is a "salient" circumstance. 
Knights, 534 U.S. at 118. This is because the conditions placed upon an offender help 
to define that individual's privacy interest. See Samson, 547 U.S. at 852 ("The extent 
and reach of these conditions clearly demonstrate that parolees like petitioner have 
severely diminished expectations of privacy by virtue of their status alone." (emphasis 
added)); Knights, 534 U.S. at 119-20 ('The probation condition thus significantly 
diminished Knight's reasonable expectation of privacy."). The Court has also found two 
other circumstances "salient" to determining the reasonableness of the offender's 
expectation of privacy, whether the search condition was ''clearly expressed" and 
whether the offender was "unambiguously" aware of it. Samson, 547 U.S. at 852; 
Knights, 534 U.S. at 119. 
The holding in Samson was based upon the specific facts of the case, making its 
holding quite narrow. Based upon Samson's status as a parolee, as well as the extent 
and reach of parole conditions clearly expressed in California statutes, which Samson 
was unambiguously aware of, the Court found, under a totality of the circumstances, 
Samson did not have an expectation of privacy that society would recognize as 
legitimate. Samson, 547 U.S. at 852. In doing so, the Court was clear it did not "equate 
parolees with prisoners for the purpose of concluding that parolees, like prisoners, have 
no Fourth Amendment rights." Samson, 547 U.S. at 850, n.2. 
Thus, this Court must look to the totality of the circumstances, including the 
language of the parole agreement. And as Mr. Araiza asserted in the Appellant's Brief, 
the search in this case was not authorized by the conditions of the parole agreement, 
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nor was the pill's connection to illegal activity apparent. There was therefore no 
reasonable suspicion to conduct the search in this case and the order denying the 
motion to suppress must be reversed. 
CONCLUSION 
Mr. Araiza respectfully requests that this Court vacate the district court's order of 
judgment and commitment and reverse the order which denied his motion to suppress. 
DATED this 1 ]1h day of February, 2015. 
JUSTIN M. CUR1IS 
Deputy ~tate Appellate Public Defender 
.. .,/ 
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